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C H A R L E S  H. STEVENS 
AMONGTHE MANY LIBRARY activities whose governance 
trends can be surveyed and analyzed, the library network is the most elu- 
sive. Network governance has not stabilized around a model, and no body 
of theory has emerged upon which a widespread practice can be built. To 
obtain any picture at all, one must (like some latter-day Edgerton with a 
stroboscopic flash) try to stop the action and by so doing illuminate the 
parts in order to determine a current trend. The danger is that such a 
view will appear skewed when seen from some later vantage -just as 
the prediction of adult moth behavior based on the observation of the 
adolescent caterpillar’s lifestyle would be seriously awry. 
By restricting the title words quite rigidly to the subject, the topic for 
discussion may be delimited. The word library needs no definition for 
readers of this journal. Its inclusion in the title eliminates the need for a 
disquisition on the governance of other networks -broadcast networks, 
telecommunication networks, or information networks, for example. 
Networks-in the library context -have, however, been defined in 
a variety of ways. Sometimes the word denotes simply a cooperative ar-
rangement between two or more libraries. In the context of this paper, a 
narrower definition incorporating some cognizance of the libraries them- 
selves, as well as of the connective tissue between them, is preferred. A 
network, therefore, is defined as a formal organization of three or more 
autonomous organizations interconnected to achieve their common pur- 
poses through the joint use of communications and computer technology. 
Two libraries do not constitute a network, nor does a score of them unless 
advanced technology brings their resources together for improved user 
access. While the definition adopted for use here may exclude from con- 
sideration some thriving groups with the word network in their name, it 
is nonetheless the author’s contention that this position is defensible. 
Charles H. Stevens is Executive Director, Southeastern Library Network, Atlanta 
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Governance is differentiated from administration as the law is distinct 
from the court. This paper focuses on the basis for operation, or basis 
governance. No attempt is made to deal with the application of that gov- 
ernance through the staff to day-to-day problems. Types and styles of gov-
ernance will be illustrated and the strengths and constraints of each will 
be considered. 
In  his appraisal of “Information Network Prospects in the United 
States,” Joseph Becker speaks of planning a network, and identifies the 
fundamental design considerations giving governance first consideration : 
Participants should share a sense of common purpose, of course, but 
even more vital is their willingness to undertake legal, fiscal, and other 
contractual commitments to ensure and preserve the functional integ- 
rity of the network. 
Examples of commitments that network participants may be called 
upon to make include: provision of materials and information services 
to the constituency served by other parts of the network on the same 
basis as that provided to its own constituency; maintenance of an 
agreed-upon level of service in terms of dollars and people; payment 
of a proportionate share of the expenses incurred in network operation; 
an understanding not to withdraw from the network without payment 
of penalties; and, agreement on the responsibilities of central network 
auth0rity.l 
The article begins by examining the purpose of network governance. 
Types and examples of networks that have arisen and required governance 
at  all levels of operation will be cited. Finally, consideration is given to 
some problems of network governance. 
THE PURPOSE OF GOVERNANCE 
Authors of recent literature covering library networking have been 
content to conclude that the problems of governance are important and 
that the solutions are multiform. There is more to say. It may be germane 
to begin by defending the proposition that network governance has an 
important purpose and that this purpose is not likely to change. That pur- 
pose is, of course, to provide a system under which orderly development 
can take place in the most effective way. As the introduction to this paper 
implies, governance is not only the set of documents establishing the net- 
work, nor is it solely the record of decisions and precedents set by the staff 
or membership. It is these, plus some combination of a written and 
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adopted constitution and the body of experience developed to express the 
concepts in that charter. 
The first function of library network governance is to set a direction 
for action. Through the establishment and adoption of a purpose, an ob-
jective, and a set of attainable goals, the autonomous participants in a 
joint enterprise begin to achieve unity in their undertaking. While good- 
will is essential, it is most likely to flourish where there is an accurate writ- 
ten expression of the initial goals, which is regularly reviewed to determine 
current relevance to changing perceptions of needs, constraints and re- 
sources. 
The second function of governance is to establish basic procedures for 
the activity. If the network members understand their joint purpose, 
recognize their current position, and identify the objective they wish to 
reach, governance charts the general route to be followed. Governance 
helps to avoid the perambulations that might otherwise occur. While 
governance may mark the route, it is the administrators who must deal 
with the daily chore of steering the operational vehicle and keeping close 
to that route. 
Governance set forth and accepted gives the network stability in this 
orderly progression toward established objectives. Changes in operating 
personnel, however, invariably bring new views regarding established 
operating patterns. Although this is frequently useful and is always ex- 
pected, differing methods of implementation -chosen by different ad- 
ministrators-will not divert the course of progress if the governance is 
sufficiently specific regarding the limits of acceptable action. In short, 
governance makes the library network an organization controlled by 
principles and not by persons. 
Governance also protects the participants. The development of a library 
network will include the employment of persons and the purchase, lease or 
rental of equipment or facilities not previously held or required by any 
single member. Governance documentation can and should establish the 
basis for ownership, the limited responsibility of the participants, and the 
housing and care of network-owned property. This is important with 
regard to real estate and other tangible property; it is critical for matters 
concerning network-developed software and the machine-stored data base. 
Unless the participants can depend on governance that will establish and 
uphold their rights and privileges but limit their legal liability for subse- 
quent support, a strong network is unlikely to emerge. Members must 
know in advance how initial costs will be amortized and how continuing 
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expenses will be divided. They must know, too, how the assets will be 
divided if the network is dissolved or absorbed into another organization. 
Are shares of ownership vested in the participant? Library networks em- 
brace both public and private organizations. Each has its restraints or 
entangling alliances and will require satisfactory shelter from what would 
otherwise be seen as bibliographic or financial piracy. An acceptable gov- 
ernance arrangement also protects existing members from supporting, 
without just compensation, the membership benefits that will be enjoyed 
by those who could not or did not share the burden of creating the net- 
work. 
Governance establishes an operating entity that can be recognized by 
others. This is essential if the library network is to receive grants, contracts 
or any funds or property from sources outside the network. Foundations 
and agencies of government have become wary of gifts and grants to 
individuals; therefore, the shelter of the corporate body or the chartered 
organization is favored as a more worthy recipient of trust. 
Finally, governance establishes the standard by which library network 
effectiveness should be measured. The purpose, objectives and goals for 
each network will be differently stated and variously perceived by those 
who use them. The determination of effectiveness, however, cannot be 
made in the absence of the criteria set within the documents of gover-
nance. The measurement of progress toward an end can only be shown 
if the end is specified. 
As Iong as cooperative organizations require the surrender of some au- 
tonomy on the part of members or participants, there will be a need for 
cohesive library governance. Critical problems of operation require a level 
of agreement whose enforcement could be taken to an appropriate court 
if necessary. Without established governance, a t  least one network has 
faltered over the seemingly trivial matter of cataloging standards to be 
mutually adopted for the machine-processed file of bibliographic entries. 
Although a governance agreement must be present, it alone cannot guar- 
antee network success. 
HISTORY OF DOMESTIC NETWORKS 
There is a surfeit of papers available on the history of interlibrary coop- 
eration including library networks. The coincidence of the centennial of 
the American Library Association with the US. bicentennial has given 
rise to a good deal of retrospective examination and a stirring of ashes. 
It is useful and interesting to the library historian; however, there is little 
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to turn to in terms of antecedents for the library networks now abounding 
or aborning. 
David Weber‘s excellent article “A Century of Cooperative Programs 
Among Academic Libraries” is an exception. I t  traces the century of foot- 
steps leading toward library networks among university and college li-
braries. Governance was not the eye-catching feature of these network 
forerunners, but Weber cites some informal and formal arrangements as 
trend-setting examples: 
An informal arrangement among several institutions constituted the 
Cooperating Libraries of Upper New York, CLUNY. Formed in 1931, 
it included Buffalo University, Colgate University, the Grosvenor Li-
brary, Hamilton College, Syracuse University, Cornell University, and 
Union College. This group functioned until 1939. ... 
An example of a formal agreement is the Duke University and the 
University of North Carolina interlibrary project. In 1931 these two 
institutions agreed to special book collecting areas, and the libraries 
exchanged author cards for their catalogs. Four years later a messenger 
service commenced. Two other North Carolina institutions joined in 
1955.. .. 
An example of contractual arrangements among several libraries is 
the Joint University Libraries founded in 1936 by Vanderbilt Univer- 
sity, George Peabody College, and Scarritt College for Christian Work- 
ers. Operating under a joint board of trustees, the facility is an indepen- 
dent entity, jointly owned and financed by the participants. Another 
example is The Claremont Colleges library system which began in 1931 
when a contractual arrangement among the Claremont Graduate 
School, Pomona College, and Scripps College, established a joint order 
and catalog department to serve the three libraries. 
A 1933 example of an arrangement for reciprocal borrowing privileges 
is the Atlanta University Center Corporation in Atlanta, Georgia.. . . 
Another variation of interinstitutional cooperation is the unification 
of academic libraries under state control. This was pioneered in 1932 
by the Oregon State Board of Higher Education which appointed one 
director of libraries for the entire state system and established the 
principle of free circulation among all state institutions? 
Barriers to library cooperation and networking have had attention 
through several decades. In 1969 this was a major ALA conference topic. 
Governance of the network was mentioned as a key element. Reporting 
this session later, Don Redmond proposed seven conditions necessary for 
C H A R L E S  H .  S T E V E N S  
a network to function. One of these was coordination, others were collegi- 
ality and consortia. All have elements of governance as he gives in his 
exegesis: 
COORDINATION : The libraries must agree to march together. 
To  do this they must almost inevitably agree upon a leader, or rather a 
coordinator, to keep them together. There is some possibility, or dan- 
ger, that the university libraries, financed all by government, will have 
to accept a coordinator-whether by mutual agreement, or by fiat 
from above -if they cannot soon activate a network operation. .. . 
COLLEGIALITY: This is on of those “in” words, very much in 
favor in the ivory-tower discussions of university and library administra- 
tion these days. I think I can roughly but safely misconstrue it to mean 
the acceptance of decisions made by a group of colleagues -and that 
acceptance without endless bickering, without decision from above 
(that is, without hierarchical management). 
CONSORTIA: Groups with common interests, who together fund 
and hold common title to an operation to reach a joint objective more 
economically than they could separately. The stumbling-block is always 
the diversity of interests, the overlapping fields of activity and resources, 
and to put it bluntly the fear of each other which exists among indi- 
viduals in our universities. We cannot set up something for joint library 
service, these people are saying, which would slow down our own li- 
brary service, which would take away anything from our own hoard. 
This is a risk we must take. I t  is an unwarranted fear. . ..’ 
TYPES OF GOVERNANCE 
Library network governance divides conveniently into three categories : 
(1) governance by a government; (2) governance under a quasi-govern-
mental body; and ( 3 )  governance by the membership under a legal char- 
ter and bylaws. The types have subclasses and species. In the discussion 
that follows, there is no attempt to be exhaustive, but rather to indicate 
through a diversity of examples the complexity of the total array. 
GOVERNANCE BY GOVERNMENT 
Governance by a government, for example, yields to a further natural 
separation of types by political or jurisdictional subdivisions. The differ- 
ences between a library network operating at  the national level and one 
operating at the state level are significant. There are also important simi- 
larities. When a library network is brought into being within any level of 
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government, the founders can be quite certain that the opportunities for 
independent action will be sharply limited. The advent of a new agency is 
no longer an unexpected event, and the government within which it arises 
will have well-developed rules and regulations for every phase of its 
operating procedures. This condition is far from being wholly disadvanta- 
geous. Operation under a government body offers stability and a probable 
source of continuing funds, and it is a known quantity in terms of its 
operational characteristics. For certain library networks -those within 
the governmental structure -no other form of governance would be 
possible. Although individual libraries within the federal government 
might affiliate with an outside network to receive specified library services 
or to exchange access agreements for a class of library materials, there is 
no way that the library can accept the commitment or respond to the 
coercion that a nongovernmental library network might have to exercise. 
Because government libraries need networks as much as any group of 
libraries, one can expect many networks to come to light within and under 
the governance of government. 
Networks of libraries can now be found in many of the principal agen- 
cies of the federal executive branch. Among the first agencies to use new 
technology in sharing services was the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) . 
Linking government facilities in Tennessee and Washington, D.C., and 
with contractors elsewhere, the commission’s effort pulled together a 
literature service that had needed organization. Among the benefits shared 
by participants in this service were the publication of Nuclear Science 
Abstracts and the publication of reports on microfiche. The organizational 
program developing behind the scenes did not have at the time an explicit 
precedent. AEC libraries were given a secondary point of contact a t  the 
agency level. At the same time, formal and informal meetings of the in- 
formation service personnel in the agency began to occur. Through these 
meetings and because of the increased interaction between the agency and 
AEC librarians, a government library network began to emerge. Its gov- 
ernance was to be found in the existing statutes applicable to AEC. The 
principal characters were not using the word network to describe the ac- 
tivity; they were simply promoting improved information service regarding 
atomic energy as called for by law. The mandate in the law was the 
natural consequence of public interest in atomic energy information. The 
level of interest quite naturally led to the expenditure of public funds for 
the development of improved information services. The AEC network of 
libraries was one of the improvements. 
Another government network to gain early recognition was based in 
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the National Library of Medicine. The purpose of its activity was to make 
current information more readily available to the medical profession. 
Computer indexing and searching were employed in conjunction with a 
magnetically stored data base, and the results were made available to 
those who needed them through long-distance telecommunications. While 
the structure of the medical library network differs from that of the 
Atomic Energy Commission, the governance derives from the same gov- 
ernment and the regulations are imposed by statute and regulation. The 
board of regents of NLM derives its authority from the enabling legisla- 
tion that created the library. Using that authority, the board supervises the 
application of existing regulations to the specific problems of the library, 
but may not depart from regular government practice or make rules that 
go beyond the statutory authority of the agency. Eleven districts through- 
out the United States have advisory boards to provide user feedback from 
the users to NLM’s board of regents, but there is neither provision for nor 
expectation of independent action on the part of the regional boards. It 
is important to repeat, I believe, that this situation is not detrimental to 
the effectiveness of the medical library network. With the generous funds 
provided to it from year to year, the network has been able to develop an 
outstanding operational program without the diversions that might other- 
wise occur if questions of governance required continual reconsiderations. 
There are other library networks in the federal government. The most 
advanced in the use of current technology are probably those in the State 
Department and the Department of Defense. Little is heard about them 
because of the classified nature of the information that they handle. It is 
evident, however, that the governance of shared library services -a net- 
work -in such closely guarded agencies is controlled under very tight 
regulations. 
The Department of the Interior has 400 government agency libraries 
interconnected for shared service. The commerce, agriculture, and trans- 
portation departments have also banded their agency libraries in an at- 
tempt to improve service and reduce the cost of labor-intensive activities 
through the use of new technology. 
Crossing agency lines to form a library network within the federal gov- 
ernment is more difficult than attempting to do so for a single agency. 
Territorial protectiveness becomes more important when more than one 
agency is involved. No agency willingly surrenders established authority 
or appropriated funds to another. In the last dozen years, however, there 
have been two attempts to discuss and then to establish some coordination 
of library services. One was the Committee on Scientific and Technical 
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Information (COSATI), a creation of the Federal Council on Science 
and Technology -a once-powerful White House body. The other is the 
Federal Library Committee, a group without any statutory authority or 
legal basis, but existing under the friendly auspices of the Library of Con- 
gress. Neither group has coercive powers among government agencies. The 
accomplishments of each group have come about through friendly persua- 
sion and against the resistance to encroachment described above. COSATI 
did not try to form a network, but exercised its influence on publishers, 
indexing services, and managers of information flow in the commercial 
sector. The Federal Library Committee, on the other hand, has begun to 
function as a genuine interagency network. The committee calls itself 
FEDLINK, and its members have negotiated and signed agreements to 
participate first in a network experiment and, more recently, in an opera- 
tional activity. The experiment and the subsequent postexperiment imple- 
mentation have both been connected with the Ohio College Library Cen- 
ter (OCLC). 
Because FEDLINK is of wide interest in the library community, it will 
be useful to have some of the details on its sole document for governance, 
taken from the Federal Register, June 4, 1973. After dealing with the 
twenty-one permanent members, the six rotating members, the three 
armed services observers and the ten regional representatives, the docu- 
ment announces monthly meetings and the appointment of an executive 
director. Then follows the heart of the statement: 
Functions of the committee.-The committee shall on a Govern-
ment-wide basis ( 1) consider policies and problems relating to Federal 
libraries, ( 2 )  evaluate existing Federal library programs and resources, 
( 3 )  determine priorities among library issues requiring attention, (4)  
examine the organization and policies for acquiring, preserving, and 
making information available, (5) study the need for and potential of 
technological innovation in library practices, ( 6 )  study library budget- 
ing and staffing problems, including the recruiting, education, training, 
and remuneration of librarians. 
Within these areas the committee shall recommend policies and other 
measures ( 1) to achieve better utilization of Federal library resources 
and facilities, (2 )  to provide more effective planning, development, 
and operation of Federal libraries, ( 3 )  to promote optimum exchange 
of experience, skill and resources among Federal libraries, and as a 
consequence, (4) to promote more effective service to the Nation at  
large. 
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The committee shall consider and recommend measures for the im- 
plementation of Federal library policies and programs, and shall serve 
as a forum for the communication of information among Federal li-
brarians and library users4 
It will be of great interest to the library community to see whether this 
successful attempt at an interagency library network within government 
can be sustained as the number of opportunities for sharing of resources, 
services, and personnel are extended. 
At the state level, library network governance differs. Each state, oper- 
ating under its own charter, has general laws and regulations that differ 
from those of the other forty-nine. The differences lead to opportunities 
for the founders of state library networks to seek and find within the 
statutes attractive administrative arrangements for their existence. Most 
often the library network -where one exists -devolves from the office 
of the state librarian. Special (and in many cases recent) state legislation 
may have enabled that individual to extend services in ways not contem- 
plated when the state library was formed. Most state libraries were created 
to assist the state legislature with the conduct of its work -chiefly the 
formulation of state laws. The functions have greatly expanded and in a 
wide variety of ways. Some states have developed rich central collections; 
others have appointed roving advisors to public and school libraries with 
the goal of assisting in collection development, use of media, reader ser- 
vices, and building construction. Every state library has formulated a plan 
for library service development and accepted the task of dispensing federal 
funds for library support to the public, academic and school libraries 
throughout the state. In this role, each state librarian has had an oppor- 
tunity to consider development of a library network under state gover- 
nance. The results have not been uniform, nor should they be expected to 
be so. Wealthy states with strong library programs have undertaken ambi- 
tious programs in library networking. Other states have given lip service 
to the idea. Existing state legislation, dealing with libraries, public educa- 
tion, higher education, and the promotion of science and industry, has in- 
fluenced the development of a library network in some states. Other states 
have written special legislation enabling a library network to develop in- 
dependently within state government. Those developing the network seek 
in the legislation to promote wording that will allow all types of libraries 
to participate in the network and that will create a direct line for the 
network to seek state-appropriated funds for services that benefit all resi- 
dents of the state. 
LIBRARY TRENDS 
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New York State has a very strong legislative statement incorporating 
libraries and library services. Under strong leadership, these statements 
have been used to build effective library networks within state govern- 
ment. The New York State Interlibrary Loan network (NYSILL) pro- 
vides for a state-operated and state-funded arrangement of public and 
private libraries that will, when called upon, deliver to the reader in his 
or her local library any recorded material held in a participating library. 
The governance of the network is under the state library. The state librar- 
ian established the regions for service and identified the resource collec- 
tions that would be used to backstop the regional resources. Regulations 
for payment to the lending library were also developed under state law. 
After several years of operation, NYSILL is managing the flow of more 
than one million interlibrary loans per year within the state. Electronic 
technology assists in request transmission and fund accounting for this 
state network. 
GOVERNANCE UNDER A QUASI-GOVERNMENTAL BODY 
It has been shown above that governance of a library network by the 
federal government must of necessity be restricted to the statutes appli- 
cable to the particular situation. Likewise, under state government, the 
library network takes its cues for operation from existing or newly created 
state legislation. Now, we come to governance of a library network under 
a quasi-governmental body. A quasi-governmental body is one that derives 
its authority from the federal government, from the state government, or 
from some combination of the two. Such quasi-governmental bodies usu- 
ally operate in order to achieve a specific objective that cannot be as easily 
achieved under the federal government alone or under a state government 
acting by itself. Sometimes there is an element in the existence of such a 
body that suggests the inability of ordinary government to handle com- 
plicated activities or new ideas. Such a body can sometimes operate outside 
of the usual rules pertaining to civil service, salaries, accumulation of 
capital, and payment of taxes. Some of these bodies are constantly in the 
news; others are quiescent and relatively unknown. Among those that are 
well known is the Port Authority of New York. An example of a lesser- 
known authority or quasi-governmental body is the California Library 
Authority of Systems and Services (CLASS). 
A discussion of library network governance under quasi-governmental 
bodies could hardly go forward at this point without mention of Harry S .  
Martin’s 1974 report to the Southwestern Library Association entitled 
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“Legal Aspects of Establishing a Regional Interstate Library Network in 
the Southwest.” Martin’s paper, later summarized in Library Trends, 
speaks with authority regarding library network governance under inter- 
state compacts and other quasi-governmental bodies. He begins by point- 
ing out that: “In recent years, states have begun to adopt intermediate 
devices for regional centralization of power and so retard passing up to 
the federal government many areas of interstate ~oncern .”~  The legal 
authority for taking this step is derived from Article I, Section 10 of the 
US. Constitution, which enables the states to act together in certain 
matters of domestic concern while prohibiting them from entering into 
any action that would deal with foreign power. The interstate compacts 
whose work affects libraries have almost all had congressional approval. 
Some of these compacts have dealt with the area of education and have 
embraced libraries into that compact. Others have dealt exclusively with 
the area of libraries. Martin says that “over twenty-five states have adopted 
an Interstate Library Compact.”6 It is easy to understand that an inter- 
state compact would be especially apropos where one state has a large 
metropolitan area bordering directly on another state and finds that the 
sharing and use of library materials does not follow geographical bound- 
aries. With an interstate compact in operation, the library can derive its 
funds from all of its users and share its resources with them. 
One of the large active interstate library networks derives its governance 
from a quasi-governmental body, the New England Board of Higher Ed- 
ucation (NEBHE). This board was formed according to the constitutional 
provisions for an interstate compact among the six New England states. 
The New England Library Network (NELINET) became a sponsored 
program of the NEBHE and derives its legal status from that organiza- 
tion. Both the executive committee and staff of NELINET derive their 
authority from NEBHE, which appoints the executive director of NELI- 
NET and retains control over its fiscal affairs and operational develop- 
ment. Martin says: 
This retention of control by NEBHE over all phases of NELINET 
activities is interesting. Perhaps there was some doubt about the pro- 
priety of establishing a library network by an agency charged with 
providing “a coordinated educational program for the several states of 
New England. . . ,with the aim of furthering higher education in the 
fields of medicine, dentistry, veterinary medicine, public health, and 
in professional, technical, scientific, literary and other fields.” That is 
the broad mandate, of course, but it might be interpreted as restricting 
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NELINET activities to providing library support services within the 
educational ~ o n t e x t . ~  
The difficulties of operating a library network within NEBHE have be- 
come noticeable in recent years. The library network is attempting to deal 
with areas for which a board of higher education has no specific concern 
-libraries in industry, public libraries, and school libraries. As this is 
written, the executive committee of NELINET is attempting to determine 
the course of its future insofar as questions of governance are concerned. 
Meanwhile, the Western Regional Education Compact, binding western 
states into an agreement regarding the sharing of existing facilities for ed- 
ucation, formed an organization called the Western Interstate Commission 
for Higher Education (WICHE) . WICHE, realizing that library support 
is essential to educational facilities in institutions of higher education, 
has formed a subsidiary organization, the Western Interstate Library 
Coordinating Organization (WILCO) . WILCO, rather than becoming a 
library network, has become a consulting and study organization outlining 
new directions for coordinated library activities in western states. WILCO, 
like NELINET, must operate under the guiding principles and rules of 
the parent organization. In an educational organization, there is not the 
flexibility to incorporate within the library network the specific needs of 
the network as the noneducational aspects of the network are developed. 
This inflexibility refers specifically to the support of information and 
recreational services within the community by member libraries. Successful 
governance for the library network can come about only when all aspects 
of the function of the library within the community are given full atten- 
tion. I t  will be of great interest to see whether the ties between WILCO 
and WICHE remain as strong as they were during WILCO’s founding. 
A very different type of quasi-governmental organization is just coming 
to life in California; CLASS, mentioned above, is an intrastate organiza- 
tion created under California law. The provisions of the law allow for a 
“joint powers agreement.” This agreement, which must be ratified by state 
government, provides that a variety of municipal, state and county agen- 
cies may agree to the creation and funding of a separate agency to meet 
the particular needs that they perceive and wish to satisfy. In  the case of 
CLASS, the agencies founding the joint powers agreement included state 
agencies in higher education, political subdivision governments, and 
school districts. The agency itself derives its authority from the joint 
powers agreement, but it has its own board of governors and can formu- 
late its own policies -provided those policies do not conflict with state 
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law or with the regulation of the agencies that formed the joint powers 
agreement. Governance under this type of arrangement has been in effect 
for less than one year. I t  is quite possible that such a model may be wholly 
effective; however, an evaluation of the governance of the network must 
be made after it has had time to operate within the state. It may then be 
possible to determine whether other states also have the legal provision 
for a joint powers agreement (or something so like it that the model can 
be copied). 
GOVERNANCE BY THE MEMBERSHIP 
In the United States it would seem most natural for library networks 
to be self-governed, that is, governed by the members themselves. Given 
the tradition of self-government, it would seem altogether likely that the 
organizations created by citizens for their own benefit would be totally 
independent of outside organizations. Martin makes clear the reasons that 
this is not the case: 
Legal identity is the first requirement. All other needs, limited liability, 
a beneficial tax status, control over internal operations, a bank book, 
ability to acquire and maintain equipment, staff and physical facilities, 
and many other desirable traits all flow from the act of incorporation 
as a legal entity and recognition as such by the governments of the 
region involved. When the operative document is drafted, attention 
will have to be given to several legal and administrative details, and 
the choices made will depend upon the preferences of the participants, 
the purposes to be achieved and the type of method chosen for incor- 
poration. Two of these decisions might be especially difficult but they 
will affect the legal character of (the) network and may prove trouble- 
some to subsequent operations if they are not met head-on at the 
beginning. These issues are accountability on the one hand and coer- 
cive powers on the other.8 
I t  is obvious that the easiest step to take in network governance is to 
find an agency that can accept the responsibility for accountability and at 
the same time provide for coercive power. Such an agency might be the 
federal government, the state government, or a quasi-governmental agency. 
The easy path, however, has not always been chosen. There are a t  least 
two examples of large library networks that have retained within the 
membership all the powers of governance, including accountability and 
coercive power. These organizations are the Ohio College Library Center 
and the Southeastern Library Network (SOLINET). OCLC does not 
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need a new introduction to the library community. Its widespread services 
and its influence on the library community generally have brought it to 
the forefront of library activities in the last decade. The uninitiated may 
not know that the instrument of incorporation under which OCLC oper- 
ates was put in its final form on December 26, 1969, under the laws of the 
state of Ohio. Beginning with a mere handful of college libraries, OCLC 
projected a membership of fifty-four potential members within the state. 
They have now expanded to some eighty-four Ohio libraries, mostly aca- 
demic and public. While services extend to more than 800 libraries from 
coast to coast, the governance of the center remains within the Ohio 
membership. 
With the corporation now budgeted at over $15,000,000 per year, the 
matter of future governance has come into question by the members them- 
selves. The Arthur D. Little organization of Cambridge, Massachusetts, 
has been retained to guide a study committee in recommendations to the 
OCLC board of trustees regarding their future course of action. There 
seem to be many possibilities. The study report could recommend that 
OCLC continue with its current governance; they could also recommend 
that the necessary papers be reconstituted to permit election of trustees 
from among all of the active participants using the services of the center. 
Another possibility is that the governance now centered in Ohio be shared 
among the participating networks who have contracted for services with 
OCLC. A third possibility is that the board of Trustees surrender its gov- 
ernance to a governmental body or to a quasi-governmental body. A still 
different recommendation could be that the organization incorporate itself 
as a profit-making venture and sell stock to the public. (Under such cir- 
cumstances, the major stockholders might elect their own board of direc- 
tors.) I t  will be of considerable interest to see how the study committee 
uses the Arthur D. Little report and finally what action the Ohio mem- 
bers take regarding the future of their very successful enterprise. 
The Southeastern Library Network is a much more recent creation, but 
its membership already outnumbers that of the Ohio College Library 
Center. SOLINET began as an ad hoc committee within the Association 
of Southeastern Research Libraries (ASERL) in January 1972. John 
Gribbin, who was probably closest to the situation, reported on what hap- 
pened in the spring of that year : 
A questionnaire mailed on May 1, 1972, to virtually all academic insti- 
tutions of the southeast determined the degree of interest in a regional 
library network and the probable degree of participation. In  November 
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of 1972 a call for membership in a southeastern network was issued 
and plans for an organizational meeting were announced. Originally 
it had been proposed that the library network be limited to ASERL 
institutions, but this seemed undemocratic and economically question- 
able. More than the 29 member institutions of ASERL, it was argued, 
were needed to make the network a financial success. Some 35 or 40 
institutional members were expected ;99 finally joined. 
On March 9, 1973, the organizational meeting was held on the 
University of South Carolina campus. Temporary operating procedures 
were adopted and a Board of Directors was e l e~ ted .~  
During the next year this temporary board incorporated the network in 
Louisiana and prepared a set of bylaws for adoption by the ninety-nine 
members who finally agreed to participate before the charter membership 
provisions were closed to further applications. Months of dedicated activ- 
ity by the board members resulted in achievement of tax-exempt status, 
selection of Atlanta as the headquarters city, and legal authorization to 
do business in Georgia. 
The formal bylaws, adopted in early 1974, were set forth in eight ar- 
ticles governing all of the actions of the membership, the board of direc- 
tors, the officers, the staff, and the future operations of the nascent orga- 
nization. During this formative period, the new network was provided 
assistance by the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) ,a regional 
compact organization of fourteen southern states. The staff of that board 
has been instrumental in providing mailing lists and some essential ad- 
ministrative services to the new organization. As the final bylaws were 
drawn, the informal association between the organizations was developed 
into a formal affiliation through a memorandum of agreement specifying 
SREB participation in the board of directors and management of the 
business affairs of the network. For more than two years SREB provided 
certain administrative services to SOLINET and participated in the net- 
work governance through board membership. In  July 1976 the elected 
members of the SOLINET board voted to terminate the affiliation with 
SKEB, effective January 1977. This action has now taken place and the 
network is governed by its own membership without ties to any other 
organization. 
Like OCLC, SOLINET’s governance, management and financial situ- 
ation has been under study during recent months. Brett Butler of Butler 
Associates, Stanford, California, was chief investigator. His report will be 
of interest to all who are considering the matter of library network gov- 
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ernance. It is not yet available in the published literature but may be 
within the next several months. In effect, Butler states that the governance 
of a regional network such as SOLINET may well be beyond the scope 
of an outside organization and better left to the management of the in- 
terested participants. SOLINET members, it appears, agree with Butler. 
They have developed a headquarters operation, funded it, and experi- 
enced useful services as a result of its operation. The future activities of 
a membership-governed library network seem to be nearly limitless. With 
a proper charter and a set of bylaws giving flexibility to the organization, 
it can serve its members through any channels that are appropriate and 
economically feasible. The governance, including the coercive power to 
set fees and to establish standards for participation in activities, rests on 
the pressure of the peer group. The peer group also insists on account- 
ability, both of its staff and of the organizations that provide service through 
that staff. In one sense it is a highly active consumer group -but, as 
consumers, this group has a particular advantage in that they are also 
the owners of their organization. Their representatives can become mem- 
bers of the board of directors and thereby exert the strongest possible in- 
fluence on the executive director and his staff. They can also influence 
the direction of the search for grants and gifts and for coordinate agree- 
ments between their network and those with which intercommunication 
would be mutually beneficial. 
There are at least two other networks governed by the membership. 
They are the Five Associated University Libraries (FAUL) and the Re- 
search Libraries Group (RLG) . FAUL is small and senior among library 
networks. Its success in New York has been based on the close coopera- 
tion developed among members with related missions. RLG is a very new 
network linking four of the larger libraries on the eastern seaboard: Har- 
vard, Yale, Columbia and the New York Public Library. This highly 
select group has suggested that network growth will be considered when 
that step is practical. Meanwhile, the network is governed by the four 
members and staffed as an organization independent of any member. 
I t  is probably worth mentioning at this point that the members of 
SOLINET are not libraries but institutions. This provision in the bylaws 
of the organization increases the strength of the organization and reduces 
the risk of volatility in the membership. When the contract for participa- 
tion is signed by the mayor, the city manager, the president of a university, 
or the chancellor for higher education in a state, the expectation of steady 
membership can be justified. Such a provision also allows for nonlibrarians 
to serve on the board of directors and this situation has already occurred 
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in SOLINET. The organization has had the benefit of advice from per- 
sons well trained in fiscal matters, education, and communications. 
IMPACT OF TECHNOLOGY ON 

LIBRARY NETWORK GOVERNANCE 

I t  is probably correct to assume that library network governance, or at 
least the administration of that governance, will be altered by the changes 
occurring in the use of computers and advanced communication by the 
libraries within those networks. The utilization of advanced technology 
calls on advanced skills for its management. As long as libraries and 
library networks are chiefly engaged in routine exchange of materials 
using established techniques, administration and governance perform best 
in the hands of those whose chief orientation is in the library field. A 
survey of the library networks in existence would show this situation to 
be predominant. State networks, too, are mainly administered by librar- 
ians. Only at the federal level does one find that the personnel entrusted 
with governance are not generally library-trained persons. As explained 
above, governance within government is largely by statute and regulation. 
The “who” in the governance equation is more a matter of bureaucratic 
assignment than professional training. A single exception, the board of 
regents of the National Library of Medicine, shows that in a discipline- 
oriented network, the governance should and does provide for board 
members who have a diversity of experience and a strong emphasis within 
the area of the specialty, in this case health services. 
As computers have become first larger and then smaller (but always 
more complicated and expensive), governance may change. There is a 
need to embrace within the governing body of the network those indi- 
viduals with expertise within the area of the technology that is being used 
and also within the area that can understand and manage the fiscal im- 
plications of a capital-intensive activity. The evidence of this trend is al- 
ready to be found in certain networks. The ties between the state library 
network and the state information processing activity have brought about 
the situation in which members of the information processing community 
are, by statute, assigned to monitor the technical aspects of library net- 
work development and any other use of digital equipment within the 
state. In membership-governed networks it is to be expected that gover- 
nance will also include those whose specialties give further credence to 




Another effect of technology on network governance has not yet been 
observed, but it may be expected within this decade. As the application of 
the technology of computers and communications both improves and 
becomes less costly in comparison with labor-intensive services, small 
library networks will become less viable and larger ones will take their 
place. As the larger networks emerge, governance can be expected to 
become more formalized and more homogeneous. While it may occur in 
some areas that no network extending beyond state boundaries is accept- 
able to state government, this situation is unlikely to prevail. Common 
causes and common methods of meeting the needs of society will bring 
about organizations capable of meeting those needs in the most efficient 
and economical way. 
Communications has had the continuing effect of making the world 
ever smaller. As it becomes possible to communicate with one another 
more rapidly and effectively by both picture and word, the old limitations 
of space and time are dropped. Limitations are surrendered and the no- 
tion that library networks must be unnaturally constrained by either geo- 
graphical or political borders given up. Instead, arrangements of people 
and resources that are in balance with one another are sought. The gov- 
ernance of a network that will serve under these new constraints will be 
substantially different in its composition from one that is artificially de- 
termined by some characteristics having nothing to do with people and 
their access to information. The surface of wide-band communications has 
only been scratched. Broadcasting is not yet a century old, and narrow- 
casting requiring a wide-band transmission in order to achieve reasonable 
speed has just begun. As fiber optics come into wide use and as lasers 
operating through the atmosphere are harnessed for communication, the 
pressure for library networks to expand their service horizons will dramati- 
cally increase. As they do, governance changes will occur. 
Veaner, addressing the “Institutional Political and Fiscal Factors In 
the Development of Library Automation, 1967-1971,” touched succinctly 
on the influence of technology on library automation. The hallmarks can 
be seen in library network governance as well : 
I t  will be useful to note that the organization and management of 
library automation activities demonstrate development phases which 
closely parallel those in the computing environment : 
1. A stage in which the user himself (cf. accountant or faculty mem- 
ber) undertakes to perform the activity. In  this state individual li- 
brarians learned programming, did their own design work, wrote, 
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debugged, and ran programs themselves. (This was possible in the 
“open shop” environment prevalent in many early computer facili- 
ties.) 
2. A state in which the technician -in this case a librarian with ap- 
propriate public service expertise (for circulation applications) or 
technical processing knowledge (for acquisitions, cataloging, or ser- 
ials) -took charge of an organized development effort, hired his 
own programmers and systems analysts, and negotiated directly with 
the computer facility. 
3. A stage in which the professional system development manager is 
hired to oversee the total effort. Such a person is sometimes drawn 
from business or industry, is a seasoned project manager, and has 
broad knowledge of computers, especially in the area of costs. Such 
an appointment is more common in the large library, the consortium, 
or network.1° 
The thrust of the argument is that increased size and growing com- 
plexity will require more formalized structures, i.e. a stronger, not neces- 
sarily more rigid, governance. 




The governance of library networks will be responsive to economic 
change as the growth of the network is itself a creation of that change. 
One does not need to look far back to see a time characterized in libraries 
by expanding budgets being used to purchase more and more materials 
with the objective of comprehensive or at  least enlarged collections. In 
that climate publishers and writers outdid themselves and retrenchment 
by libraries became inevitable. Change was due and then overdue. As the 
change came, the governance functioning for a single library was replaced 
in part by the cooperative, the consortia, or the network substituting 
group purchase, group expenditures and group collections for individual 
library activity. 
As networks become stronger and more able to meet the demands 
pressed upon them, their financial requirements will change. They will 
become capital-intensive enterprises requiring more substantial sums for 
development and operation of their services. As this occurs governance 
will be altered as needed to attract favorable response from the sources 
of the required funds. Because two main sources of funding (governments 
and foundations) are available, it is predictable that governance will lean 
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toward them. In this connection the path ahead is obscured by the worri- 
some present; those involved with networks struggle to meet their daily 
needs and find planning for the future a luxury beyond their means. 
In  the end it is not possible to legislate or even to recommend a single 
form of governance for all the regional or national networks in a repre-
sentative republic. It is not possible, either, to put the gears in reverse, go 
back to “square one” and use cumulative experience to show which way 
to organize governance the next time. There is no next time; one can only 
continue from the present position. The variety of possibilities described 
leads to the tentative conclusion that the flexibility of membership-gov- 
erned networks offers a better chance for member-user satisfaction while 
government or quasi-government governance has more direct access to 
external or indirect funding sources. If the network can choose between 
user satisfaction and access to unearned income, perhaps it can sail safely 
between Charybdis and Scylla into the future. 
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